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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: RCE filed on 8/13/07. 

2. Claims 1 - 19 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 19 are independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

5. Claims 1 - 19 are directed to transforming data items. This claimed subject 
matter lacks a practical application of a judicial exception (law of nature, abstract idea, 
naturally occurring article/phenomenon) since it fails to produce a useful, concrete and 
tangible result. 

Specifically, the claimed subject matter does not produce a tangible result 
because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a result that is limited to having real 
world value rather than a result that may be interpreted to be abstract in nature as, for 
example, a thought, a computation, or manipulated data. More specifically, the claimed 
subject matter provides for transforming a selective subset of data items. This produced 
result remains in the abstract and, thus, fails to achieve the required status of having 
real world value. 

Further, the claimed subject matter does not produce a useful result because the 
claimed subject matter fails to sufficiently reflect at least one practical utility set forth in 
the descriptive portion of the specification. More specifically, while the described 
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practical utility is directed to providing for a streaming input and streaming output, 
incremental XML transformer that incrementally builds output from XML data, the 
claimed subject matter relates ONLY to transforming the data items. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.G. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention Is not identically teach that or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim 1, 3, 4, 5 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kuznetsov (US 677241 3 B2). 

8. Regarding independent claim 1, Kuznetsov teaches that to transform an input 
XML vocabulary to another (output) XML vocabulary, the XSLT translator processor 
must parse the transform, parse the source data, walk the two parse trees to apply the 
transform, and finally output the data into a stream (Column 14, lines 51 - 59), which 
meets the limitation of a transformer tliat transforms one or more input XIVIL items 
in a first format to one or more transformed XML items in one or more second 
XML formats. 

Kuznetsov teaches that any number of translators can be implemented 
simultaneously, such that an entire set (or selected subset) of packets can be translated 
during runtime (Column 13, line 66 - column 14, line 1), which meets the limitation of an 
output manager that facilitates at least one of selectively pulling and pushing a 
subset of the one or more input XML items. 
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Kuznetsov does not explicitly say that the subset of the one or more XML 
items is less than the whole one or more input XML items. 

However Kuznetsov teaches an entire set or selected subset (Column 13, line 66 
- Column 14, line 1) as two different entities. Thus, it would have been to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to try translating a selected subset that is less than the entire set 
in an attempt to provide an improved translation, as a person with ordinary skill has 
good reason to pursue the known options within his or her technical grasp. In turn, 
because the subset as claimed has the properties predicted by the prior art, it would 
have been obvious to translate a selected subset that is less than the entire set. 

9. Regarding dependent claim 3, Kuznetsov teaches that a data translator 
compiler is adapted for using the XSL stylesheet as its input. The data translator 
compiler then generates executable machine code that operates as a run-time 
translator between the source XML and the target XML (Column 14, line 60 - Column 
1 5, line 2), which meets the limitation of a compiler that compiles one or more style 
sheets and produce one or more actions that can be employed by the transformer 
in processing associated with transforming the one or more input XML items. 

10. Regarding dependent claim 4, Kuznetsov teaches that an implementation 
according the present invention may also incorporate predefined functions, or 
references to external functions that can be called at runtime, according to the needs of 
the translator, as generated by the translator compiler engine (Column 14, lines 23 - 
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27), which meets the limitation of the compiler resolves one or more external 
references in the one or more style sheets. 

1 1 . Regarding dependent claim 5, Kuznetsov teaches that whether the data is 
recorded in a storage device, preserved in temporary memory, or transmitted over a 
network, the approach allows many more formats and protocols to be accommodated 
flexibly while preserving the performance and simplification advantages (Column 9, 
lines 28 - 33), which meets the limitation of the Input XML items are input from one 
or more data stores. 

12. Regarding independent claim 19, Kuznetsov teaches that to transform an input 
XML vocabulary to another (output) XML vocabulary, the XSLT translator processor 
must parse the transform, parse the source data, walk the two parse trees to apply the 
transform, and finally output the data into a stream (Column 14, lines 51 - 59), which 
meets the limitation of a transforming component that transforms an input XML 
item from a first format to a transformed XML item in one or more second XML 
formats. 

Kuznetsov teaches that any number of translators can be implemented 
simultaneously, such that an entire set (or selected subset) of packets can be translated 
during runtime (Column 13, line 66 - column 14, line 1), which meets the limitation of an 
output managing component that facilitates at least one of selectively pulling and 
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pushing a subset of the input XML item, the subset of the one or more XML items 
is less than the whole input XML item. 

Kuznetsov teaches that a data translator compiler is adapted for using the XSL 
stylesheet as its input. The data translator compiler then generates executable machine 
code that operates as a run-time translator between the source XML and the target XML 
(Column 14, line 60 - Column 1 5, line 2), which meets the limitation of a compiling 
component that compiles a style sheet and that produces one or more actions 
that can be employed by the transforming component in processing associated 
with transforming the input XML item. 

Kuznetsov teaches that whether the data is recorded in a storage device, 
preserved in temporary memory, or transmitted over a network, the approach allows 
many more formats and protocols to be accommodated flexibly while preserving the 
performance and simplification advantages (Column 9, lines 28 - 33) and that the 
optimization options comprise first optimization pass, which generates intermediate 
format, and second optimization pass (Column 16, lines 49 - 54), which meets the 
limitation of an input abstracting component that presents input XML items stored 
In one or more different representations to the transforming component in a 
common representation. 

Kuznetsov teaches that as currently specified by the Worldwide Web 
Consortium, there are three major components in an XSL processor: XSLT, the 
transformation engine; Xpath, the node selection and query module; and Formatting 
Objects, the formatting and end-user presentation layer specification. XML-to-XML data 
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translation is prinnarily concerned with tine first two modules (Column 14, lines 33 - 39), 
which meets the limitation of a node selection abstracting component that 
dynamically constructs a subset of input XML items from a set of input XML 
items, the subset of input XML items are responsive to a query. 

13. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kuznetsov (US 6772413 B2) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of Omoigui 
(US 20030126136 A1), 

14. Regarding dependent claim 2, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
transformer comprises an action frame stack that holds one or more actions, an 
event state machine that tracks state associated with transforming the one or 
more input XML items and an event processor that receives events generated in 
processing the one or more actions stored in the action frame stack. 

However, Omoigui teaches that the system provides support for authentication, 
authorization, auditing, data privacy, data integrity, availability, .and non-repudiation by 
employing standards such as WS-Security. WS-Security provides a platform for security 
with XML Web Service applications using standards in the XML Web Service protocol 
stack. This includes encrypting method calls from clients, support for digital signatures, 
authenticating the calling user before granting access to an Agency's Semantic Network 
and XML Web Service methods, etc. (paragraph block 0367), which meets the limitation 
of the transformer comprises an action frame stack that holds one or more 
actions, an event state machine that tracks state associated with transforming the 
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one or more input XML items and an event processor that receives events 
generated in processing the one or more actions stored in the action frame stack. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with the invention of Omoigui because 
such a combination would provide the readers of Kuznetsov with an integrated and 
seamless implementation framework and resulting medium for knowledge retrieval, 
management, delivery and presentation (paragraph block 0071). 

15. Claims 6 - 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kuznetsov (US 6772413 B2) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of 
ADO.NET (English translation). 

16. Regarding dependent claim 6, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that an 
input abstracter that exposes data stored in the one or more data stores in a 
common representation. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to abstract data from the xml 
data set via an XpathNodelterator by employing a loop (p 19), which meets the 
limitation of an input abstracter that exposes data stored in the one or more data 
stores in a common representation. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 
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17. Regarding dependent claim 7, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
input abstractor abstracts a reference to a node within an Xpath document. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to abstract data from the xml 
data set via an XpathNodelterator (p 19), which meets the limitation of the input 
abstractor abstracts a reference to a node within an Xpath document 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

18. Regarding dependent claims 8, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
input abstractor exposes the data stored in the one or more data stores as a data 
model and infoset. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to abstract data from the xml 
data set (p 1 9), which meets the limitation of the input abstractor exposes the data 
stored in the one or more data stores as a data model and infoset. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 
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19. Regarding dependent claim 9, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
input abstractor provides a cursor model over data stored in a data store to 
facilitate presenting a stream of nodes to the transformer. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to abstract data from the xml 
data set and sends the data to an XSLT (p 19), which meets the limitation of the input 
abstractor provides a cursor model over data stored in a data store to facilitate 
presenting a stream of nodes to the transformer 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

20. Regarding dependent claim 10, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
input abstractor provides a virtual node that can be employed to traverse the 
stream of nodes. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to abstract data from the xml 
data set (p 19), which meets the limitation of the input abstractor provides a virtual 
node that can be employed to traverse the stream of nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 
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21 . Regarding dependent claim 1 1 , Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
input abstractor is an XpathNavigator. 

ADO.NET teach that an XpathNavigator is created to^abstract data from the xml 
data set (p 19), which meets the limitation of the input abstractor is an 
XpathNavigator. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

22. Regarding dependent claim 12, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that a 
node selection abstractor that dynamically constructs a subset of input XML 
items from a set of input XML items, the subset of input XML items are 
responsive to a query. 

ADO.NET teach that SQL is used to query xml items and store them to an XML 
data set and that each node in the xml dataset is visited by employing an 
XpathNodelterator (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of a node selection 
abstractor that dynamically constructs a subset of input XML items from a set of 
input XML items, the subset of input XML items are responsive to a query. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
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a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 



23. Regarding dependent claim 13, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
node selection abstractor facilitates navigating the subset of Input XML items. 

ADO.NET teach that each node in the xml dataset is visited by employing an 
XpathNodelterator (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of the node selection 
abstractor facilitates navigating the subset of input XML items. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

24. Regarding dependent claim 14, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
node selection abstractor is an XpathNodelterator. 

ADO.NET teach that each node in the xml dataset is visited by employing an 
XpathNodelterator (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of the node selection 
abstractor is an XpathNodelterator. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 
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25. Regarding dependent claim 15, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that an 
optimized data store that stores one or more XML items in a manner that 
facilitates minimizing processing associated with constructing the subset of 
input XML items via a query. 

ADO.NET teach that SQL is used to query xml items and store them to an XML 
data set (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of an optimized data store that 
stores one or more XML items in a manner that facilitates minimizing processing 
associated with constructing the subset of input XML items via a query. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

26. Regarding dependent claim 16, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
optimized data store stores data in a data representation format that facilitates 
optimizing an Xpath query. 

ADO.NET teach that Xpath document is created and used to store and 
manipulate the xml data set (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of the optimized 
data store stores data in a data representation format that facilitates optimizing 
an Xpath query. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
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a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

27. Regarding dependent claim 17, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
data representation format comprises expanded XML entities, deleted XML 
declarations and DOM model data converted to Xpath model data. 

ADO.NET teach that Xpath document is created and used to expand the items in 
the xml data store so that they can be transformed using an XSLT (pp 18 - 19), which 
meets the limitation of the data representation format comprises expanded XML 
entities, deleted XML declarations and DOM model data converted to Xpath model 
data. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

28. Regarding dependent claim 18, Kuznetsov does not explicitly teach that the 
optimized data store is an XpathDocument. 

ADO.NET teach that Xpath document is created and used to store and 
manipulate the xml data set (pp 18 - 19), which meets the limitation of the optimized 
data store is an XpathDocument. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Kuznetsov with those of ADO.NET because such 
a combination would provide the users of Kuznetsov with the benefit of explicit 
implementation of XPath via source code. 

Response to Arguments 

29. Applicant's arguments filed 8/18/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

30. Applicant argues that claims 1-19 are statutory under 35 USC 101 because the 
claims are useful and tangible (p 7 and top of 8). 

First, 35 USC 101 requires that a practical application of a judicial exception by 
way of a physical transformation or a production of a concrete, tangible and useful 
result. Claim 1 is directed to transforming data items in a computer system. This 
claimed subject matter lacks a practical application of a judicial exception (law of nature, 
abstract idea, naturally occurring article/phenomenon) since it fails to produce a useful, 
concrete and tangible result. Claim 1 constitutes a judicial exception because the 
invention is a computer-implemented method, which is a set of mathematical algorithms 
or simply an abstract idea. 

Physical transformation occurs when the claimed invention transforms an article 
or physical object to a different structural state or thing. Physical transformation is an 
indication that the claim is statutory because such a transformation itself is a useful, 
tangible and concrete result. However, data transformation is not a physical 
transformation. Data, by definition, is intangible; so the claim must go further to have a 
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tangible result. Thus, manipulation of data in a computer is not, in and of itself, 
sufficient for establishing that a claim is statutory. Likewise, a physical act is not 
necessarily a physical transformation. 

In response to applicant's argument as to why the claimed invention is not 
tangible (p 7, second paragraph), the claimed subject matter does not produce a 
tangible result because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a result that is limited 
to having real world value rather than a result that may be interpreted to be abstract in 
nature as, for example, a thought, a computation, or manipulated data. More 
specifically, the claimed subject matter provides for transforming data items. This 
produced result remains in the abstract and, thus, fails to achieve the required status of 
having real world value. 

In response to applicant's argument as to why the claim is not useful (p 8, first full 
paragraph), the claimed subject matter does not produce a useful result because the 
claimed subject matter fails to sufficiently reflect at least one practical utility set forth in 
the descriptive portion of the specification. More specifically, while the described 
practical utility is directed to providing for a streaming input and streaming output, the 
claimed subject matter relates ONLY to transforming the data items. 
31 . Applicant argues that Omoigui fails to teach that the transformer comprises an 
action frame stack that holds one or more actions, an event state machine that tracks 
state associated with transforming the one or more input XML items and an event 
processor that receives events generated in processing the one or more actions stored 
in the action frame stack (pp 10 and 11). 
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The Office disagrees. 

Omoigui teaches that the system provides support for authentication, 
authorization, auditing, data privacy, data integrity, availability, and non-repudiation by 
employing standards such as WS-Security. WS-Security provides a platform for security 
with XML Web Service applications using standards in the XML Web Service protocol 
stack. This includes encrypting method calls from clients, support for digital signatures, 
authenticating the calling user before granting access to an Agenc/s Semantic Network 
and XML Web Service methods, etc. (paragraph block 0367). 

Specifically, Omoigui teaches a specific type of action frame stack or at least a 
stack that is synonymous to and/or performs the same functionality as the claimed 
action frame stack. Applicant's arguments appear to focus on the lack of specific words 
used by the reference instead of explaining what differs and how the claims overcome 
the disclosure of the reference. The disclosure of Omoigui included the cited portion 
teach encrypting method calls, authenticating a user before granting access, etc, which 
meet tracking states, processing events and/or one or more actions. It should be noted 
that the claims only require the ability to hold one action in a 'stack*. 

32. Applicant generally argues claims 6-10 and 12 - 17 as not being taught 
because the reference lacks certain key words (pp 1 1 - 13). 

33. Conveniently, applicant fails to mention that claims 1 1 and 18 provide evidence 
that claims 6-10 and 12 - 17 are met by the reference because ADO.NET teaches a 
XpathNavigator and XpathDocument, respectively, which is all the claims require. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nathan Hillery whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4091. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F, 10:30 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached on (571) 272-4137. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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